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Iraq Affirmative – 1AC

The inconclusive Iraqi elections jeopardize the U.S. withdrawal timetable – it won’t be able to form a government for months

McFeatters, 6/16/10

[Dale, Korea Times, “Leaving Iraq  not as simple as it sounds,” Lexis]

Iraq's new parliament met for 18 minutes this week, just long enough for the members to be sworn in and postpone indefinitely their first order of business, choosing someone for the largely ceremonial post of president. Even so, U.S. officials counted the abbreviated session as a victory of sorts.

More than three months after the elections, Iraq still does not have a government and it may be weeks, even months, before it gets one. This could greatly complicate U.S. plans for withdrawal - all combat troops out by Aug. 31, except for 50,000 to remain as trainers of the Iraqi security forces and to conduct counterterrorism operations as needed. Those remaining troops are to be gone by the end of 2011. But absent a government, the U.S. military might be Iraq's only guarantee against anarchy and a resumption of sectarian fighting.

The problem is that the March 7 elections did not produce a clear winner, only a narrow plurality. The Iraqiya party of former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi won 91 seats in the 325-seat parliament. The State of Law party of incumbent Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki.

Allawi believes he should be given time to build a majority coalition. The two major Kurdish parties, with 43 seats, say they would be amenable to joining that coalition contingent on written guarantees about such issues as the division of oil revenues.

But Iran brokered a coalition of the two major Shiite parties. This new National Alliance has 159 seats, enough for al-Maliki and other Shiite leaders to claim the right to form the government. The question of whether a bloc created after the election can pre-empt the party with the most votes is before the Iraqi courts.

The danger in all this is that the Sunnis, who largely backed Allawi, will once again be shut out of power and once again take to the streets, in the worst case just as the U.S. military is packing up to leave.

In a column for the Washington Post, Allawi argued for the U.S. to remain "actively engaged" in Iraq. "While I have long supported the withdrawal of U.S. troops, Iraq cannot be allowed to revert to an unstable state of sectarian strife, dominated by regional influences," he wrote.
This means that the U.S. will stay in Iraq past the August deadline – Odierno will keep an extra brigade if he thinks the government is weak

Dreazan, 2/23/10

[Yochi, “ U.S. Will Slow Iraq Pullout  If Violence Surges After Vote,” Wall Street Journal]

 The top U.S. commander in Baghdad said some American combat forces could remain in Iraq after this summer's planned withdrawal date if the country's feuding leaders are unable to quickly form a new government.

The comment from Army Gen. Ray Odierno is one of the clearest indications yet of how closely senior U.S. officials will be watching Iraq's national elections next month for signs of whether the country will be capable of governing itself--and maintaining its current level of security--once American forces head for the exits.

Under terms of Washington's security pact with Baghdad, U.S. troop levels in Iraq are supposed to fall to 50,000 by the end of August as the overall American mission shifts from direct combat to supporting Iraqi security forces. The remaining U.S. forces are supposed to leave Iraq by the end of 2011.

Speaking at the Pentagon, Gen. Odierno said he expected all U.S. combat forces to leave Iraq by Sept. 1, reducing American troop levels--already at their lowest point since the start of the war in March 2003--to 50,000. He said the continuing withdrawal was ahead of schedule, as initial plans had estimated there would be 115,000 U.S. troops left in Iraq now instead of the current 96,000.

Still, Gen. Odierno he said, Iraq's uncertain political future meant the next phase of the drawdown could proceed more slowly than initially planned. The commander said he had prepared contingency plans that would leave some combat troops in Iraq past Sept. 1 if the country faced serious political unrest or widespread violence after the vote. "I have contingency plans that I've briefed to the chain of command this week that we could execute if we run into problems," Gen. Odierno said. "We're prepared to execute those."

The commander said he would consider slowing the withdrawal "if something happens" in Iraq over the next two to three months. He said he would pay particular attention to how long it took Iraq's political leaders to assemble a new coalition government after the March 7 balloting and to whether the political maneuvering was accompanied by any new violence. Iraq's Previous elections have been marred by significant numbers of attacks and months of political instability as the country's leaders haggled over cabinet slots. 
Thus the Plan: The United States Federal Government should reduce its military presence in Iraq to 50,000 non-combat troops by August and fully withdrawa by the end of 2011.
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Advantage 1 – Iraq Stability
The U.S. must maintain its withdrawal timeline – extending troop deployments destroys Iraqi stability by incentivizing insurgent violence

Jarrar, 10

[Raed, May 27, 2010, political consultant for the American Friends Service Committee, and a senior fellow at Peace Action, “Don't reward violence in Iraq by extending US troop withdrawal deadline,” Juneau Empire, http://www.juneauempire.com/stories/052710/opi_645328218.shtml]
President Obama should not bow to the Beltway voices urging him to keep U.S. troops longer in Iraq.

At a speech at West Point on Saturday, Obama said: "We are poised to end our combat mission in Iraq this summer." His statement, which the cadets greeted with applause, is a reaffirmation of his pledge to have all U.S. combat forces leave Iraq by Aug. 31. Any remaining armed forces are required to leave Iraq by the end of 2011 in accordance with the binding bilateral Security Agreement, also referred to as the Status of Forces Agreement.

But Washington pundits are still pushing Obama to delay or cancel the U.S. disengagement, calling on him to be "flexible" and take into consideration the recent spike of violence in Iraq. Hundreds of Iraqis have been killed and injured during the last few months in what seems to be an organized campaign to challenge U.S. plans.

While most Iraqis would agree that Iraq is still broken, delaying or canceling the U.S. troop removal will definitely not be seen as "flexibility," but rather as a betrayal of promises. Iraqis believe that prolonging the military occupation will not fix what the occupation has damaged, and they don't think that extending the U.S. intervention will protect them from other interventions. The vast majority of Iraqis see the U.S. military presence as a part of the problem, not the solution.

Linking the U.S. withdrawal to conditions on the ground creates an equation by which further deterioration in Iraq will automatically lead to prolonging the U.S. military presence. Some of the current Iraqi ruling parties want the U.S. occupation to continue because they have been benefiting from it. Some regional players, including the Iranian government, do not want an independent and strong Iraq to re-emerge. And other groups, including al-Qaeda, would gladly see the United States stuck in the current quagmire, losing its blood, treasure and reputation.

Connecting the pullout to the prevalent situation would be an open invitation to those who seek an endless war to sabotage Iraq even further, and delaying it will send the wrong message to them. By contrast, adhering to the current time-based plan would pull the rug from under their feet and allow Iraqis to stabilize their nation, a process that may take many years but that cannot begin as long as Iraq's sovereignty is breached by foreign interventions.

If the Obama administration reneges on its plans, it will effectively reward those responsible for the bloodshed and further embolden them. Such a decision would most likely have serious ramifications for the security of U.S. troops in Iraq, and will impede the security and political progress in the country.

And delaying the U.S. pullout will not only harm the U.S. image around the world, which Obama has been trying hard to improve, but it will also be the final blow to U.S. credibility in Iraq. The mere promise of a complete withdrawal has boosted Iraqi domestic politics and enhanced the U.S. perception in the country.

Unless Obama delivers on his promises, many of these achievements will be lost, and Iraq will be sent back to square one. 

And Iraq is on the brink - elections prove that Iraqi politics is moving toward national stability, but it’s still vulnerable to relapsing into sectarianism

Khalilzad, 10

[Zalmay, Ex-U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq and the UN and American counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), “Zalmay Khalilzad's take on Iraq – Part 1,” Iraq Oil Report, http://www.iraqoilreport.com/politics/oil-policy/zalmay-khalilzads-take-on-iraq-part-1-4630/]

Ben Lando: What is your take on post-election, pre-government-formation Iraq?

Zalmay Khalilzad: I think this election was a success. A positive step, a positive evolution in Iraqi politics. The level of violence was low. The level of participation was acceptable and the Iraqis voted in a less sectarian manner than in the previous election. The two leading parties, one is clearly a secular, non-sectarian, cross-sectarian party of Ayad Allawi that did very well. At the same time Prime Minister Maliki's party (Dawlat Al-Qanoon) also presented itself as non-sectarian, cross-sectarian and it did very well as well. Of course still most Shia voted for Shia parties and most Sunnis voted for Iraqiya, but nevertheless it shows evolution in the attitudes of the people.

BL: You were ambassador in Iraq during a quite violent time, when there was a lot of animosity between Shia and Sunni in Iraq. There's a fear that this could return – maybe in different ways, maybe at a lower level – but that it could. Especially after the elections, if some parties are marginalized, do you think there is a risk of this violence returning?

ZK: You cannot rule it out. It's possible it could be reignited. It could happen in two ways. One is if there is contestation of the election results, and if takes a very long time to form a government and during this period violence increases. Or if terrorists are able to carry out operations, spectacular operations, that could once again increase insecurity. Also, violence could increase if a narrowly based and sectarian government is formed.

Sectarian instability triggers an Iraqi civil war that draws in the entire region 

Fahim, 5 

[Ashraf, Aug 20, 2005, “Iraq at the gates of hell,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/GH20Ak01.html]

Given all this grist, how might the dark mill of civil war begin turning in Iraq? It might simply develop out of a continuing, steady rise in the vicious cycle of revenge killings. Alternatively, a sudden breakdown of the political process could lead each sect to quickly assert its interests by force: the Kurds attempting to seize Kirkuk, for example, or Arab Sunnis and Shi'ites fighting for control of the mixed Sunni-Shi'ite towns south of Baghdad - all of which would entail ethnic cleansing. Further ideological and interdenominational divisions would also arise. Inter-Shi'ite rivalries were recently on display in the southern town of Samawa, where supporters of SCIRI and influential cleric Muqtada al-Sadr clashed. Muqtada espouses a brand of Iraqi and Islamic nationalism that could lead his Mehdi Army to side with those opposed to federalism if civil war did erupt.

And then there are the neighbors. As professor Juan Cole, an expert in Iraq and Shi'ism, recently wrote in the Nation: "If Iraq fell into civil war between Sunnis and Shi'ites, the Saudis and Jordanians would certainly take the side of the Sunnis, while Iran would support the Shi'ites." In essence, a civil war would see the eight-year Iran-Iraq war of the 1980s replayed on Iraqi territory. To complicate matters, any Kurdish success would draw in Turkey. Beyond Iraq, a civil war could destabilize the Gulf, and thereby the world economy. Sunni-Shi'ite tensions could be kindled in states like Bahrain, Kuwait and most importantly, Saudi Arabia , where an occasionally restive Shi'ite population forms a majority in the eastern part of the country (where all the oil is).

Regional instability causes global crises and nuclear war

Steinbach, 2

[John Steinbach, nuclear specialist, Secretary of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki Peace Committee of the National Capitol Area, 2002, Centre for Research on Globalisation, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html]
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)

And no risk of a turn – U.S. presence has no positive leverage and extending our stay just angers more Iraqis

Lynch, 10
[Marc, Associate Professor of Political Science and the Director of the Institute for Middle East Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University, 2/23/2010,  “Iraq contingencies,” Foreign Policy, http://lynch.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/23/iraq_contingencies]
The drawdown will probably matter considerably less than people expect. With the new SOFA-defined rules of engagement, U.S. forces have already stopped doing many of the things associated with the "surge." The Iraqi response to American efforts on the de-Baathification circus demonstrate painfully clearly that the nearly 100,000 troops still in Iraq gave very little leverage on an issue which the U.S. at least publicly deemed vital -- a point made very effectively by Ambassador Hill at the Council on Foreign Relations last week. The sharp backlash against even the measured criticisms by U.S. officials offers an important lesson:  Doing the sorts of assertive things which may please Obama's critics are highly likely to spark a negative reaction among Iraqis, generating more hostility to the U.S. role without actually accomplishing anything. The U.S. is wise to avoid them.

That doesn't mean that things are rosy. The de-Baathification circus has demonstrated the fragility of Iraqi institutions, and helped to reignite sectarian resentments and fears (many Sunnis feel targeted, while many Shia are being treated to an endless barrage of anti-Ba'athist electoral propaganda). There's very much a risk of long, drawn-out coalition talks after the election. It isn't certain how a transition from power will go, should Maliki's list lose, given the prime minister's efforts to centralize power in his office over the last few years. There may well be a spike in violence by frustrated losers in the elections. If there's massive fraud on election day, things could get ugly. The elections, already marred by the de-Baathification fiasco, may well end up producing a new Parliament and government which doesn't really change much. There are big, long-deferred issues to confront after the elections, such as the Article 140 referendum over Kirkuk.

But none of those issues would be resolved by an American effort to delay its military drawdown. They generally fall into the "sub-optimal" rather than the "catastrophic" category. An American decision to delay the drawdown would not likely be welcomed by Iraqis in the current political environment. Nor would it generate more leverage for the U.S. over internal Iraqi affairs. Iraq's future is not really about us, if it ever was -- not a function of American military levels, commitment, or caring, but rather of internal Iraqi power struggles and dynamics.

Sticking to the timetable solves stability – maintains government legitimacy and allows for political compromise

Conyers Jr., 10

[John, chairman of the House Judiciary Committee and co-founder of the Out of Iraq  Caucus, 3/5/10, “ Stick to troop timetable,” USA Today, EBSCO]

 While the wisest course of action would have been to avoid this costly conflict entirely, we must, at the very least, honor the Status of Forces Agreement entered into by the U.S. and the Iraqi governments in November 2008. It states that the U.S. will remove its combat troops by the end of this August, followed by the removal of all U.S. forces from the country by Dec. 31, 2011.

All parties, political and otherwise, currently operating in Iraq are relying on the U.S. to follow through on this mutually negotiated troop removal timeline. The fledgling government in Baghdad has derived much of its legitimacy from the Iraqi people by appearing to stand up to the American occupation and by providing internal security independent of U.S. forces.

Moreover, various political, regional and ethnic factions have been operating under the assumption that the American presence was nearing its end. With this understanding, they have been negotiating the political arrangements that will lay the foundation for long-term stability in Iraq.

The success of these efforts could be threatened by our failure to live up to the withdrawal timetable outlined in the agreement. A peaceful, stable government in Iraq can only be achieved when its citizens are focused on the future of their country instead of on an unending military occupation
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Advantage 2 – Iraq Relations

U.S. – Iraq relations are fragile but positive – The U.S. must be cautious and respect Iraq’s interests to ensure that it develops into a strong and friendly regional power

Laipson, 10 

[Ellen, President of the Stimson Center and director of Stimson’s work on Southwest Asia, April 30, 2010, Stimson Center, “The Future of US-Iraq Relations,” http://www.stimson.org/swa/pdf/Future_of_Iraq-US_Relations-English.pdf]

The future of US-Iraq relations holds many uncertainties, but it is sure to be a significant priority for both countries for the foreseeable future. It is possible that future Iraqi politicians and leaders will seek to pursue a national course that repudiates the decade of deep American engagement, or that American officials will articulate their priorities in the region in a way that Iraqis will perceive as neglect. But that is not the most likely course. Iraq and America are likely to continue to see important value in a robust relationship. The bilateral agenda in the coming years will be full. The security transition will demand attention from senior military officials in the United States. Iraq’s lively politics will ensure that it commands attention from senior American diplomats, politicians, and journalists. Our shared interests in energy security and water scarcity issues will build ties between experts. American civil society will be engaged in promoting educational, cultural and scientific exchanges that will bring direct benefit to Iraq’s reconstruction and development, and will expose more Americans to Iraqi talent. Interest groups will emerge in both capitals to promote and defend the importance of the bilateral relationship. These sectoral and institutional ties will build an underpinning for a more strategic relationship, should the political alignments in Baghdad and Washington favor it. Iraq’s reintegration into the Middle East region and its potential as a middle power in international politics will be strengthened by a successful partnership with the United States, along side the evolution of its military and political institutions. Iraq’s role as a bridge to non-Arab regional powers Iran and Turkey, its role in global energy security, and its return to a leadership role in Arab world politics, will also make the case in Washington that an active, cooperative relationship advances US interests and security needs. But such a relationship will require nurturing. Iraq and the United States may not be natural allies, given Iraq’s need to balance its ties to Tehran and Washington, given the wounds and residual effects of our most recent shared history, and given the prospect, perhaps slim, that Iraqi politics will revert to authoritarianism or to an anti-Western ideology. It is prudent to be cautious, but a friendly, even strategic, partnership between Iraq and America over time is surely achievable. 

Failure to stick to the withdrawal deadline tanks U.S. – Iraqi relations – perceived as indefinitely extending U.S. presence

LaFranchi, 10

[Howard, CS Monitor Staff Writer, April 28, 2008, “US-Iraq relations threatened by Iraq's political quarrels,” http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Foreign-Policy/2010/0428/US-Iraq-relations-threatened-by-Iraq-s-political-quarrels]

Clinton’s communiqué contained one slightly veiled message: that the “sovereign” future sought by Iraq – a future free from a sizable foreign-troop presence – becomes more problematic in the aftermath of an opaque and questionable postelection political process.

Some Iraq analysts, in particular former officials from the Bush administration, believe that if Iraq remains politically fragile, the United States will have to consider extending the stay of some combat forces beyond President Obama’s August deadline for withdrawal. But that option, White says, raises other problems for the US – in particular in terms of its image with the Iraqi people and in the region.

“The US has essentially set a goal post,” he says. “But we could face a growing backlash from Iraqis and increased skepticism about our willingness to get out and make way for their full sovereignty if we start walking the deadline back.”

Good U.S. relations with a strong Iraq are essential to solving the root of international terrorism

Krauthammer, 8

[Charles, Nationally Syndicated Columnist, 12/5/08, “Iraq, American Ally,” National Review, http://article.nationalreview.com/380096/iraq-american-ally/charles-krauthammer]

But if our drawdown is conducted with the same acumen as was the surge, not probable. A self-sustaining, democratic, and pro-American Iraq is within our reach. It would have two hugely important effects in the region.

First, it would constitute a major defeat for Tehran, the putative winner of the Iraq War according to the smart set. Iran’s client, Moqtada al-Sadr, still hiding in Iran, was visibly marginalized in parliament — after being militarily humiliated in Basra and Baghdad by the new Iraqi security forces. Moreover, the major religious Shiite parties were the ones who negotiated, promoted, and assured passage of the strategic alliance with the U.S. — against the most determined Iranian opposition.

Second is the regional effect of the new political entity on display in Baghdad — a flawed yet functioning democratic polity with unprecedented free speech, free elections, and freely competing parliamentary factions. For this to happen in the most important Arab country besides Egypt can, over time (over generational time, the timescale of the war on terror), alter the evolution of Arab society. It constitutes our best hope for the kind of fundamental political-cultural change in the Arab sphere that alone will bring about the defeat of Islamic extremism. After all, newly sovereign Iraq is today more engaged in the fight against Arab radicalism than any country on earth, save the United States — with which, mirabile dictu, it has now thrown in its lot.

That prevents extinction

Alexander, 3 

[Yonah 8/25/03 (professor and director of the Inter-University for Terrorism Studies in Israel and the United States, The Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/commentary/20030827-084256-8999r.htm]

Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself. Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns. It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers. Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements (hudna). Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"? There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare. Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism (e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber) with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. 
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Advantage 3 - Democracy

Elections prove that Iraq’s democracy is steadily developing, but an extension of the U.S. commitment destroys public trust in the government, destabilizing democratization

Dehganpisheh, 10

[Babak, 2/26/10,  Newsweek’s Baghdad Bureau chief, “Rebirth of a Nation,” Newswek

http://www.newsweek.com/2010/02/25/rebirth-of-a-nation.html]
The elections to be held in Iraq on March 7 feature 6,100 parliamentary candidates from all of the country's major sects and many different parties. They have wildly conflicting interests and ambitions. Yet in the past couple of years, these politicians have come to see themselves as part of the same club, where hardball political debate has supplanted civil war and legislation is hammered out, however slowly and painfully, through compromises—not dictatorial decrees or, for that matter, the executive fiats of U.S. occupiers. Although protected, encouraged, and sometimes tutored by Washington, Iraq's political class is now shaping its own system—what Gen. David Petraeus calls "Iraqracy." With luck, the politics will bolster the institutions through which true democracy thrives.

Of course, as U.S. Ambassador to Baghdad Christopher Hill says, "the real test of a democracy is not so much the behavior of the winners; it will be the behavior of the losers." Even if the vote comes off relatively peacefully, the maneuvering to form a government could go on for weeks or months. Elections in December 2005 did not produce a prime minister and cabinet until May 2006. And this time around the wrangling will be set against the background of withdrawing American troops. Their numbers have already dropped from a high of 170,000 to fewer than 100,000, and by August there should be no more than 50,000 U.S. soldiers left in the country. If political infighting turns to street fighting, the Americans may not be there to intervene.

Anxiety is high, not least in Washington, where Vice President Joe Biden now chairs a monthly cabinet-level meeting to monitor developments in Iraq. But a senior White House official says the group is now "cautiously optimistic" about developments there. "The big picture in Iraq is the emergence of politics," he notes. Indeed, what's most striking—and least commented upon—is that while Iraqi politicians have proved noisy, theatrical, inclined to storm off and push confrontations to the brink, in recent years they have always pulled back.

Think about what's happened just in the last month. After a Shiite--dominated government committee banned several candidates accused of ties to the Baathist regime of Saddam Hussein, there were fears that sectarian strife could pick up again. Saleh al-Mutlaq, who heads one of the largest Sunni parties, was disqualified. He says he tried complaining to the head of the committee, Ahmad Chalabi, and even met with the Iranian ambassador, thinking Tehran had had a hand in what he called these "dirty tricks"—but to no avail.

Two weeks later Mutlaq nervously paced the garden of the massive Saddam--era Al-Rashid Hotel as he weighed his dwindling options. "I got a call from the American Embassy today," he said, grimly. "They said, 'Most of the doors are closed. There's nothing left for us to work.' " He shook his head. "The American position is very weak."

But what's most interesting is what did not happen. There was no call for violence, and Mutlaq soon retracted his call for a boycott. The elections remain on track. Only about 150 candidates were ultimately crossed off the electoral lists. No red-faced Sunni politicians appeared on television ranting about a Shiite witch hunt or Kurdish conspiracy. In fact, other prominent Sunni politicians have been conspicuous for their low profile. Ali Hatem al--Suleiman, a tough, flamboyant Sunni sheik who heads the powerful Dulaim tribe in Anbar province, is running for Parliament on a list with Shiite Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki. He scoffs at effete urban pols like Mutlaq: "They represent nothing. Did they join us in the fight against terrorists? We are tribes and have nothing to do with them."

What outsiders tend to miss as they focus on the old rivalries among Shiites, Sunnis, and Kurds is that sectarianism is giving way to other priorities. "The word 'compromise' in Arabic—mosawama—is a dirty word," says Mowaffaq al-Rubaie, who served for many years as Iraq's national--security adviser and is running for Parliament. "You don't compromise on your concept, your ideology, your religion—or if you do," he flicked his hand dismissively, "then you're a traitor." Rubaie leans in close to make his point. "But we learned this trick of compromise. So the Kurds are with the Shia on one piece of legislation. The Shia are with the Sunnis on another piece of legislation, and the Sunnis are with the Kurds on still another."

The turnaround has been dramatic. "The political process is very combative," says a senior U.S. adviser to the Iraqi government who is not authorized to speak on the record. "They fight—but they get sufficient support to pass legislation." Some very important bills have stalled, most notably the one that's meant to decide how the country's oil riches are divvied up. But as shouting replaces shooting, the Parliament managed to pass 50 bills in the last year alone, while vetoing only three. The new legislation included the 2010 budget and an amendment to the investment law, as well as a broad law, one of the most progressive in the region, defining the activities of nongovernmental organizations.

The Iraqis have surprised even themselves with their passion for democratic processes. In 2005, after decades living in Saddam Hussein's totalitarian "republic of fear," they flooded to the polls as soon as they got the chance. Today Baghdad is papered over with campaign posters and the printing shops on Saadoun Street seem to be open 24 hours a day, cranking out more. Political cliques can no longer rely on voters to rubber-stamp lists of sectarian candidates. Those that seem to think they still might, like the Iranian-influenced Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq, have seen their support wane dramatically. Provincial elections a year ago were dominated by issues like the need for electricity, jobs, clean water, clinics, and especially security. Maliki has developed a reputation for delivering some of that, and his candidates won majorities in nine of 18 provinces. They lead current polls as well.

The word skeptics like to fall back on is "fragile." No one can say for sure whether the Iraqis' political experiment is sustainable. Many U.S. officials see themselves as the key players who hold everything together, massaging egos and nudging adversaries closer together. Some are already talking about revising the schedule whereby all U.S. troops would leave the country in 2011.

But the greater risk may be having the Americans see themselves as indispensable. The fiercely nationalistic Iraqi public still chafes at U.S. interference and resents any Iraqi politicians who seem to be too much in Washington's pockets. Ali Allawi, who was minister of finance and minister of defense early in the post-Saddam government, describes the current scene in Iraq as a "minimalist" democracy built around a "new class" of 500 to 600 politicians. The Middle East has seen this kind thing before, he says, in Egypt and Iraq under British tutelage in the first half of the last century. Then, the elites learned to play party politics, too, but not to meet the needs of the people. "That ended in tears," says Allawi.

In Iraq today, conditions seem more likely to reinforce than to undermine the gains so far. Iraqis have been hardened by a very tough past and now, coming out the other side of the infernal tunnel that is their recent history, many share a sense of solidarity as survivors. "Identities in Iraq are fluid, but there is more of a sense of an Iraqi national identity," says Middle East historian Phebe Marr, whose first research trip to the country was in 1956.

Iraqi democracy is the key internal link to regional democratization – most influential rising power

Barzani, 9

[Saywan, 4/10/9, representative of the Kurdish government in Europe, “Obama in the Mideast: Iraq as best ally of the US,” http://www.speroforum.com/a/18836/Obama-in-the-Mideast-Iraq-as-best-ally-of-the-US]

Iraq will continue to be important to President Obama because of its strategic position in relation to the three continents of the Old World and as a crossroad between the Persian, Turkish and Arab world. Plus Iraq’s Kurdish component brings it closer to countries with an important Kurdish population.

If Iraq, which is at the core of an axis that contains 80 per cent of the world oil and gas reserves, becomes a democracy and remains close to the West, this could be a great asset for the United States in the coming decades. It would be the only country with an important role in the whole Middle East.

The role and influence of America’s other allies is limited. First of all, Israel is almost totally isolated and cannot play any really positive role to restore the image of the United States. Saudi Arabia’s role is limited to its oil. Egypt is losing ground, especially at the cultural and diplomatic levels. For its part Turkey cannot be the expected bridge between East and West because it is trying so hard to stay out of the East whilst at the same failing to become fully integrated into the West for obvious reasons. Anyway its influence is very limited in the Arab world and Iran.

Multiculturalism: a resource for the new Iraq

Geographically Iraq is in the middle of the Middle East. It is home to Shia and Sunni Muslims, Christians and members of other religions. It is constituted by Arabs, Kurds, Assyro-Chaldeans, Turkmen, Armenians, Persians, etc. And it has developed religious, political, ethnic and economic ties with all the countries of the region. It has huge natural resources and many cadres and specialists in every domain.

As long as it continues to receive Western support and its federal constitution based on a just and permanent division of powers is maintained, it has the bases for sustainable development. Under its federal system each component will have its own institutions and an equal share of the resources within a clear division of power.

This is what the US administration means when it says that it is committed to respecting Iraqis’ will as expressed in their constitution. Defining rights and duties is essential for the future of the region. 

Democratic governance is key to avert extinction – prevents terrorism, genocide, and environmental destruction

Diamond, 95 

[Larry Diamond, a professor, lecturer, adviser, and author on foreign policy, foreign aid, and democracy.

 “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s: Actors and instruments, issues and imperatives : a report to the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict”, December 1995, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/di.htm]

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.
The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built. 

Inherency Extensions – U.S. will miss deadline

Obama will flake on withdrawal – Election instability is delaying the withdrawal “waterfall” which makes any risk of a delay catastrophic

Jakes, 5/12/10

[Lara, “ US reconsiders pace of troop withdrawal this summer in Iraq,” Associated Press, http://www.boston.com/news/world/middleeast/articles/2010/05/12/us_reviewing_pace_of_iraq_troop_pullout/]

 American commanders, worried about increased violence in the wake of Iraq's inconclusive elections, are now reconsidering the pace of a major troop pullout this summer, U.S. officials said Tuesday.

The withdrawal of the first major wave of troops is expected to be delayed by about a month, the officials said. Waiting much longer could endanger President Barack Obama's goal of reducing the force level from 92,000 to 50,000 troops by Aug. 31.

More than two months after parliamentary elections, the Iraqis have still not formed a new government, and militants aiming to exploit the void have carried out attacks like Monday's bombings and shootings that killed at least 119 people — the country's bloodiest day of 2010.

The threat has prompted military officials to look at keeping as many troops on the ground, for as long as possible, without missing the Aug. 31 deadline. A security agreement between the two nations requires American troops to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011.

In Baghdad and Washington, U.S. officials say they remain committed to the deadline, which Obama has said he would extend only if Iraq's security deteriorates. Getting out of Iraq quickly and responsibly was among Obama's top campaign promises in 2008. Extending the deadline could be politically risky back home — but so could anarchy and a bloodbath following a hasty retreat.

Two senior administration officials said the White House is closely watching to see if the Aug. 31 date needs to be pushed back — if only to ensure enough security forces are in place to prevent or respond to militant attacks. Both spoke on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the administration's internal discussions.

Already, the violence, fueled by Iraq's political instability, will likely postpone the start of what the top U.S. commander in Iraq, Army Gen. Ray Odierno, has called the withdrawal "waterfall" — sending home large numbers of troops in a very swift period.

In a January interview with the AP, Odierno said he hoped to start withdrawing as many as a monthly average of 12,500 troops, starting in May, to meet the August deadline. He has long said he would not start the withdrawal until two months after Iraq's March 7 elections to ensure stability.

But three U.S. officials in Baghdad and a senior Pentagon official said that the "waterfall" is now expected to begin in June at the earliest. All cited ongoing concerns about whether the political impasse would lead to violence, and spoke on condition of anonymity to discuss the process more candidly.

"From a military perspective, the best way for us to maintain security is to hold as many forces on the ground until we need to redeploy them," said one of the senior officials in Baghdad. The official said it would be wise for Odierno to wait as long as he can, given the unsettled political conditions in Iraq.

At the Pentagon, "there's been a renewed focus on Iraq lately," said the senior military official there. He said all options were being considered, including later delays, adding that "we need to get out in an appropriate way ... not completely tied to a timeline."

Maj. Gen. Stephen Lanza, the top U.S. military spokesman in Iraq, said Tuesday that troops "are on track" to draw down by the president's Aug. 31 deadline, but he would not discuss whether the pace was being slowed.

Although "there is still work to be done here," Lanza noted that overall violence across Iraq is lower than it has been in years.

"There are still terrorists who wish to disrupt Iraq's forward progress and Monday's attacks are an example of that," Lanza said.

Shortly before the election, there were 96,000 U.S. troops in the country. About 4,000 troops were sent home in April — including military dentists, postal workers, truck drivers and other support personnel. As of last week, there were about 92,000 U.S. troops in Iraq, meaning an average of 10,500 a month would have to be pulled out.

Odierno can wait only so long to start the "waterfall." Keeping tens of thousands of soldiers in Iraq until the last minute will create a logistical nightmare with a limited number of planes, trucks and ships available to get troops and equipment out. 

U.S. will extend its withdrawal deadline – failure to form a parliament

Alaaldin, 5/1/10

[Ranj, Middle East political and security risk analyst based at the London School of Economics and Political Science, “ Turmoil in Iraq threatens US withdrawal plans,” The Guardian,  http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/may/01/iraq-elections-allawi-maliki]

 Iraq continues to be embroiled in its messy post-election coalition-building process. It has become so messy that the US may well be rethinking its withdrawal plans, and particularly its withdrawal of all combat troops at the end of August.

In the past few weeks, amid a number of terror attacks, two key developments have taken place: an order by an electoral panel to have all the votes cast in Baghdad manually recounted; and a ruling that paves the way for banning some elected candidates because of their sympathies for the outlawed Ba'ath party.

Reports suggest at least two of these candidates won seats in the 325-member Iraqi parliament; both belong to the winning bloc of the Iraqi National Movement (INM), led by Ayad Allawi who won 91 seats, ahead of Nouri al-Maliki and his State of Law coalition's 89 seats. The banning of other INM elected members is also possible within the next couple of weeks.

Together, the recount and the ban, may give Maliki little more than three or four additional seats, making him the overall electoral winner. But many will question what difference it will make, since Iraq's supreme court has already ruled that it is the largest post-election parliamentary alliance, rather than the largest vote winner, that can form the next government.

Any changes in Maliki's favour strengthen his hand in his push to retain the premiership and have his State of Law coalition lead the next government. State of Law (and indeed, Maliki) will redeem the prestige lost when INM was declared the largest single bloc after the elections. In such a position, Maliki could also be more willing to negotiate with INM since he would rather Allawi and INM played second-fiddle to him (as runners-up) than the other way around.

Maliki has also reportedly encountered internal problems within his Islamic Dawa party, with some factions in the group opposing another tenure for him. Any changes in his favour would constitute a political boost and help to silence his critics.

The decisions on the recount and the bans may be perceived on the Iraqi street as yet another set of attempts to sideline the Sunni voice in post-2003 Iraqi politics. But it is too easy to assume that they mark the beginning of the return to Iraq's violent past.

Although there is cause for concern, as argued this week by Simon Tisdall, the recount itself was expected since both Allawi and Maliki complained of irregularities in the voting process and count. Also, he decision to ban the candidates was made on election day itself, meaning all the political entities had ample warning of what was to come; significant in this context is that the ban will not dramatically alter the allocation of seats.

The extent to which both rulings will adversely impact on Iraq's political process and, indeed, US withdrawal plans will, of course, depend on Allawi and the INM's own reactions to them – whether, that is, their reactions will go beyond rhetoric.

Allawi's coalition, it should be noted, contains fierce ultra-nationalists all too capable of igniting damaging and destructive violence, but there is a feeling that Iraq's political actors, some of them former insurgency members, have matured and given up their futile and costly ways of violence. INM would certainly be concerned about the possibility of the recount justifying State of Law's calls for a manual recount in other provinces, particularly if it provides for any significant changes.

As a result of all this, a government is unlikely to be formed until August or perhaps even September, creating a vacuum that terrorists are all too happy to try to fill, and leaving the US with sufficient justification to alter its withdrawal plans. 

The U.S. will delay its Iraq troop withdrawal as a result of the Iraqi elections 
Chulov, 5/12/10

[Martin, Guardian's Iraq correspondent, “ Iraq violence set to delay US troop withdrawal,” The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/may/12/iraq-us-troop-withdrawal-delay]

 The White House is likely to delay the withdrawal of the first large phase of combat troops from Iraq for at least a month after escalating bloodshed and political instability in the country.

General Ray Odierno, the US commander, had been due to give the order within 60 days of the general election held in Iraq on 7 March, when the cross-sectarian candidate Ayad Allawi edged out the incumbent leader, Nouri al-Maliki.

American officials had been prepared for delays in negotiations to form a government, but now appear to have balked after Maliki's coalition aligned itself with the theocratic Shia bloc to the exclusion of Allawi, who attracted the bulk of the minority Sunni vote. There is also concern over interference from Iraq's neighbours, Iran, Turkey and Syria.

Late tonight seven people were killed and 22 wounded when a car bomb planted outside a cafe exploded in Baghdad's Sadr City, a Shia area, police and a source at the Iraqi interior ministry said.

The latest bomb highlights how sectarian tensions are rising, as al-Qaida fighters in Iraq and affiliated Sunni extremists have mounted bombing campaigns and assassinations around the country.

The violence is seen as an attempt to intimidate all sides of the political spectrum and press home the message to the departing US forces that militancy remains a formidable foe.

Odierno has kept a low profile since announcing the deaths of al-Qaida's two leaders in Iraq, Abu Omar al-Baghdadi and Abu Ayub al-Masri, who were killed in a combined Iraqi-US raid on 18 April. The operation was hailed then as a near fatal blow against al-Qaida, but violence has intensified ever since.

All US combat forces are due to leave Iraq by 31 August, a date the Obama administration is keen to observe as the president sends greater reinforcements to fight the Taliban in Afghanistan – a campaign he has set apart from the Iraq war, by describing it as "just". 

Iraqi leaders remain adamant that combat troops should leave by the deadline. But they face the problem of not having enough troops to secure the country if the rejuvenated insurgency succeeds in sparking another lethal round of sectarian conflict.

"The presence of foreign forces sent shock waves through Iraqis," said Hoshyar Zebari, the foreign minister. "And at the beginning it was a terrifying message that they didn't dare challenge. But then they got emboldened through terrorism and acts of resistance. And as the Americans are leaving, we are seeing more of it.

Zebari said Iraq's neighbours were taking full advantage of the political stalemate.

He also hinted that they may be directly backing the violence.

"They too have been emboldened, because we haven't been able to establish a viable unified government that others can respect," he said.

"In one way or another, Iran, Turkey and Syria are interfering in the formation of this government.

"There is a lingering fear [among some neighbouring states] that Iraq should not reach a level of stability. The competition over the future of Iraq is being played out mostly between Turkey and Iran. They both believe they have a vested interest here."

The withdrawal order is eagerly awaited by the 92,000 US troops still in Iraq – they mostly remain confined to their bases. This month Odierno was supposed to have ordered the pullout of 12,500, a figure that was meant to escalate every week between now and 31 August, when only 50,000 US troops are set to remain – all of them non-combat forces.

A2: Non-Inherent – Obama will withdraw

Obama’s public statements are inconsistent – history shows that he is willing to privately push for a delay

Taheri, 8

[Amir, 12/30/8, “Obama tried to stall GIs’ Iraq withdrawal,” New York Post, http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/item_4TDMCIC1dvWUjF8QWt3y1N;jsessionid=25880D3044D329DF6CE672F40E9D4FA8]

WHILE campaigning in public for a speedy withdrawal of US troops from Iraq, Sen. Barack Obama has tried in private to persuade Iraqi leaders to delay an agreement on a draw-down of the American military presence.

According to Iraqi Foreign Minister Hoshyar Zebari, Obama made his demand for delay a key theme of his discussions with Iraqi leaders in Baghdad in July.

"He asked why we were not prepared to delay an agreement until after the US elections and the formation of a new administration in Washington," Zebari said in an interview.

Obama insisted that Congress should be involved in negotiations on the status of US troops - and that it was in the interests of both sides not to have an agreement negotiated by the Bush administration in its "state of weakness and political confusion."

"However, as an Iraqi, I prefer to have a security agreement that regulates the activities of foreign troops, rather than keeping the matter open." Zebari says.

Though Obama claims the US presence is "illegal," he suddenly remembered that Americans troops were in Iraq within the legal framework of a UN mandate. His advice was that, rather than reach an accord with the "weakened Bush administration," Iraq should seek an extension of the UN mandate.

While in Iraq, Obama also tried to persuade the US commanders, including Gen. David Petraeus, to suggest a "realistic withdrawal date." They declined.

Obama has made many contradictory statements with regard to Iraq. His latest position is that US combat troops should be out by 2010. Yet his effort to delay an agreement would make that withdrawal deadline impossible to meet.

A2: Non-Inherent – Biden says time-table

Biden’s statements mean nothing – they’re just meant to calm politicians

Bar’el, 10
[Zvi, Ph.D in the History of the Middle East. He teaches at Sapir Academic College and is a research fellow at the Truman Institute at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, as well as at the Center for Iranian Studies,  “When it comes to Iraq, Iran loves a power vacuum,” 6/9/10, Haaretz, http://www.haaretz.com/print-edition/features/when-it-comes-to-iraq-iran-loves-a-power-vacuum-1.295033]

It is true that the number of American soldiers in Iraq dropped last week to 92,000 and for the first time since the war, their number in Iraq is lower than the number of American soldiers in Afghanistan. The fear is that if a government is not established soon in Iraq, the next stage - a further drop to 50,000 troops - will be delayed.
Vice President Joe Biden, who is coordinating the withdrawal, has declared that even if a government is not formed, the army will begin pulling out, but it seems that declarations of this kind are aimed mainly at calming the politicians in Baghdad and preventing the sides from using the American plan to their own advantage.
A2: Non-Inherent – SOFA Agreement ties our hands

SOFA agreement is still ambiguous and implementation is undefined  – open to re-negotiation

Irvine, 10

[Matthew, member of the Center for a New American Security,  March 5, 2010, “The Kahl of the wild: Hey, Tom, Iraq ain’t anywhere near your ‘unraveling’,” http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/03/05/the_kahl_of_the_wild_hey_tom_iraq_ain_t_anywhere_near_your_unraveling]

    Secretary Kahl is right to point out that the Strategic Framework Agreement has already been inked. However, as he states, much of its implementation remains undefined. The outcome of Sunday's election will determine our Iraqi partners, or lack thereof, in the ongoing SFA process. Kahl was optimistic that the elections and these discussions will demonstrate the strong bilateral U.S.-Iraq relationship. Others are more skeptical of those chances for success.

Stability Advantage - Uniqueness – National Stability High

Election proves Iraq is shifting toward stable national unity over sectarianism

Lynch, 10

[Marc, 3/25/10, Associate Professor of Political Science and the Director of the Institute for Middle East Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University, “Iraq's moment of truth,” http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100325/REVIEW/100321905/1008/rss]

Contrary to the persistent worries of outside observers, Iraq is not unravelling. Indeed, the results suggest that Iraqi nationalism is becoming a more potent force than sectarianism and that most voters have no trouble accepting a strong central government. Both of the leading lists – al Maliki’s Shiite-dominated “party of state” and Allawi’s avowedly nonsectarian alliance – claimed to represent Iraqi nationalism, and both potential prime ministers have reputations for the forceful exercise of state power.

Meanwhile, lists identified with sectarian, Iranian or American interests fared poorly. Prominent symbols of the American-backed Sunni “Awakening” in Anbar ­Province were wiped out in the elections, capturing only a handful of seats. Within the Shiite Iraqi National Alliance, candidates affiliated with Muqtada al Sadr far outpaced those hailing from the Islamic Supreme Council in Iraq; while both have ties to Iran, where al Sadr himself resides, ISCI is closer to the leadership in Tehran while the Sadrists tend to be more deeply rooted in the Shiite underclass and to voice a more pugnacious Iraqi nationalism. Mithal al Alousi, a pro-American politician known for his outspoken views, failed to win a single seat. And a number of leading members of the post-2003 ruling elite were undone by the open-list voting system, which allowed Iraqis to select their preferred candidates from among each electoral list rather than accepting the rankings carefully negotiated in advance by party leaders.

The remarkable performance of the Iraqiya list, which is headed by Ayad Allawi, a secular Shiite, and includes Tareq al Hashemi, the current Sunni vice president, and a number of other leading Sunni political figures, has been the greatest surprise of the election. In the last national elections in 2005, Allawi managed only eight per cent of the vote and a mere 25 seats. He spent much of the last four years outside of Iraq, while his party meandered aimlessly through the ­political landscape. But in that period, he engaged frequently with disgruntled Sunnis (including, it is alleged, with exiled Baathists) and emerged as a vocal critic of what he called al Maliki’s creeping authoritarianism. As the election campaign unfolded, Allawi cleverly positioned himself as the most plausible alternative to ­al Maliki. His nationalist, non-sectarian positioning allowed him to appeal to ­Sunnis, but also to Shiites dissatisfied with sectarianism and frustrated with al Maliki’s autocratic and abrasive style. At the same time, ­Allawi emerged as the clear favourite of Iraq’s non-Iranian neighbours, with palpable support from Saudi Arabia and Turkey.
Stability Advantage – Link Extensions

Sustaining the U.S. commitment to on-time withdrawal key to post-election stability – Taking control leads to Iraqi backlash

Katulis and Juul, 10

[Brian, Senior Fellow at American Progress, where his work focuses on U.S. national security policy in the Middle East and South Asia. Katulis has served as a consultant to numerous U.S. government agencies, private corporations, and nongovernmental organizations on projects in more than two dozen countries, including Iraq, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Yemen, Egypt, and Colombia., Peter, Research Associate at American Progress, “Iraqis Take Back Their Country,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/03/iraq_elections.html] 

Iraq’s election provides a critical test for the Obama administration’s new diplomacy centric policy in Iraq. Can the United States assist Iraq in moving forward constructively in its political transition despite the challenges of deep fragmentation within Iraqi politics? The outcome of the election will in part determine the kind of country Iraq will be for the foreseeable future—either contributing further to its fragmentation or allowing a national self-definition to coalesce and its politics to heal.

One of the worst mistakes the United States can make at this stage as Iraqis continue to reassert control over their own affairs is to get in the way of that process. Suggestions that the United States renege its commitment to redeploy its forces from Iraq, according to the schedule negotiated in the 2008 bilateral agreement signed with Iraq, are misguided. The Obama administration has begun to rebalance overall U.S. national security priorities in the Middle East and South Asia, sending more troops to Afghanistan as it draws down its forces in Iraq.

This redeployment strategy has risks, and the security environment in Iraq will remain uncertain, but the main objective driving U.S. policy should ultimately be to help Iraqis take control of their own affairs. Sticking to this schedule as closely as possible is best for broader U.S. national security interests unless there is a serious request by a unified Iraqi leadership to change the troop redeployment schedule. Even if Iraq’s new government would make such a request, the United States would have to evaluate it in the context of broader security objectives in the region and globally.

Stability Advantage – Impact Add-on – Kurds/Turkey Relations

Instability in Iraq ignites Kurdish resistance sparking secessionist war and Kirkuk crisis

Butters and Arbil, 07 

[Andrew Lee, American journalist based in the Middle East; degrees in history from Brown and Cambridge universities — an A.B. and an M.Phil., respectively — as well as an M.S. in journalism from Columbia Thursday, Apr. 12, 2007 “Kurdistan: Iraq's Next Battleground?” http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1609787,00.html]

Iraqi Kurds have been in control of their region since 1991, when, with the help of the U.S.-enforced no-fly zone, they drove Saddam's forces out of northern Iraq. But now, four years after the liberation of the rest of the country, Kurdish Iraq is undergoing an identity crisis. On the one hand, it is a rare success story in the Middle East: a stable territory run by a secular leadership committed to economic and political reform and sitting on a huge pool of oil. On the other hand, it is tiny and landlocked, uncomfortably attached to a war-ravaged nation and surrounded by unfriendly neighbors. Despite the region's outward signs of tranquillity, the fate of Kurdistan--whether it will continue as an inspiring example of what the rest of Iraq could look like or become engulfed by the country's violence--remains unresolved, dependent as much on what happens to the barely functioning Iraqi state as on the Kurds. For the Bush Administration, the central question is how long the Kurds can be persuaded to remain part of a united Iraq. The overwhelming majority of Kurds would like to break free of Iraq and form an independent nation. So far, Kurdish leaders have been a constructive force in holding Iraq together, helping to write and adopt a national constitution that, although it gave great powers to the regions, has kept Iraq intact as a federal state. Kurds are serving at the highest levels of the Iraqi government, including as President, Foreign Minister and Deputy Prime Minister. But it's doubtful that spirit of cooperation will last. The further that Iraq slides into civil war, the more the Kurds will want to insulate themselves from it, by carving out more political and economic autonomy. Even if they stop short of outright secession, the Kurds could still unleash new conflicts in Iraq if their impatience with the fecklessness of the Baghdad government prompts them to take action on their own. The most explosive flashpoint is Kirkuk, the disputed oil-rich city that the Kurds lay claim to. As Iraq's Kurdish President, Massoud Barzani, said on March 22 during the farewell visit of departing U.S. Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad, "Our patience is not unlimited." So what happens to Iraq when it runs out?

That kills U.S. – Turkey Relations

Abramowitz, 7

[Morton, senior fellow at The Century Foundation. He is on the boards of the International Rescue Committee, the International Crisis Group, and Human Rights in North Korea, and is on the advisory council of the National Interest, JULY 24, 2007, “How to Save Iraqi Kurdistan from Itself,” Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2007/07/23/how_to_save_iraqi_kurdistan_from_itself] 

With Gaza under the sway of Hamas, Lebanon paralyzed, and Iraq near collapse, the Middle East has never looked more perilous. But if the United States doesn't move to defuse the dangerous situation in Iraqi Kurdistan fast, Washington could find itself with yet another ticking time bomb.

As if disaster in Baghdad were not enough, Washington has largely stood by as Iraq's Kurds have become embroiled in a fierce dispute with Turkey that threatens to explode into violence, destabilize northern Iraq, and further embitter relations between the United States and Turkey, a vital strategic ally for 60 years. With parliamentary elections out of the way, Turkey may well invade northern Iraq, a move that—to put it mildly—would complicate an already complicated situation in the Middle East.

There is still time for the United States to prevent such a catastrophe, but this season's bloody offensive by the Kurdistan Workers' Party, or PKK, a separatist guerrilla group labeled a terrorist organization by the United States, has brought tensions to a near-boiling point. Turks are enraged that PKK forces can launch bombing attacks in Turkey and then find safety and sympathy in the mountains of Iraqi Kurdistan. The Turkish military increasingly warns that it needs to attack these safe havens, and it has massed tens of thousands of troops at the border.

Turkish concerns over northern Iraq, of course, run deeper than the PKK. The mostly autonomous Kurdish entity next door is the threat to Turkey's territorial integrity that its leaders long feared—potentially deepening Kurdish nationalism among its 12 to 15 million-strong Kurdish minority. And then there's Kirkuk, which looms as a litmus test of Kurdish intentions. The Kurdish Regional Government is encouraging Kurds to migrate to this historically mixed city, seeking to hold a referendum by year's end to make the area part of Iraqi Kurdistan. But Kurdish absorption of oil-rich Kirkuk would only vindicate Turkish (and Arab) suspicions that the Kurds are plotting for independence—long a red line for all Turkish governments. 

U.S. – Turkey relations are key to averting a nuclear armed Iran

Grossman, 7

[Marc, the Vice Chairman of the Cohen Group (headed by former U.S. Secretary of Defense, William S. Cohen). During his 29 years of distinguished public service he has served as USUS Under Secretary for Political Affairs (2001-2005), Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs (1997-2000) and U.S. Ambassador to Turkey (1994-1997). He holds MSc. in International Relations from the London School of Economics, “Turkey: Key to US and EU Security and Defense Interests A Reflection,”  (CROSSROADS The Macedonian Foreign Policy Journal), issue: 03 / 2007, pages: 116- 123] 

Leaders in the United States and Europe are today in danger of committing the strategic error of not paying enough attention to the future of Turkey. In the post-Cold War world, keeping Turkey anchored to the West is a strategic imperative because of what Turkey is -- a secular state both majority Muslim and democratic -- where it is -- at the crossroads of Europe, Eurasia and the Middle East and what it could become -- the antidote to the “clash of civilizations.” It is surely right that Crossroads focuses attention on the continuing importance of Turkey to the security of Europe and the United States. 

Turkey was key to the West’s collective security from the time it joined NATO in 1952 to the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989. It is even more important today, as the West faces challenges as diverse and complicated as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, the fight against terrorism and extremism, the need to spread the benefits of globalization and to create a secure and sustainable energy future. .

Preoccupied with domestic politics and crises elsewhere, American and European leaders watch as an anti-American and anti-European psychology grows in Turkey that will have negative long-term strategic consequences for Turks and for the rest of the West. 

As this article will try to highlight in more detail, Turkey’s success as a pluralistic, free market, tolerant society greatly improves the West’s ability to meet global challenges. For example, any hope of engineering a soft landing in Iraq will be enhanced by Ankara’s cooperation and assistance. Turkey is a critical ally if we hope to stop Iran’s bomb. As NATO fights Al-Qaeda and a resurgent Taliban in Afghanistan, Turkey’s efforts can be even more important to this Alliance must-win. And if the US and the European Union hope to pursue serious energy security strategies, Turkey’s role in that sphere will also be crucial. 
Nuclear Iran leads to regional proliferation and nuclear war

Cirincione, 8

[Joseph, President of the Ploughshares Fund, adjunct faculty of the Georgetown University School of Foreign Service and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, December, “A Mideast Nuclear Chain Reaction?,” Current History, Vol. 107, Iss. 713;  pg. 439, 4 pgs] 

A nuclear arms race has begun in the Middle East. It is not overt - no country has declared its desire for nuclear weapons, and none is rushing to build a bomb through a "Manhattan Project." But there is a race nonetheless, one with the potential to be truly catastrophic.

In the past two years, over a dozen Middle Eastern nations have declared their interest in civilian nuclear power or research programs. While several nations in the region already have small nuclear research reactors, and Israel has used its research reactor to produce enough plutonium for 100 to 180 nuclear weapons, the only Middle East nation to build a nuclear power plant has been Iran. In all of Africa, meanwhile, there are only two nuclear power reactors, both in South Africa. But suddenly, 63 years after the dawn of the nuclear age, these dozen states in the Middle East are rushing to invest billions in nuclear plants. This is not about energy; this is about Iran.

It is not Iran's nuclear reactor that concerns its neighbors - more than 40 nations around the world have nuclear power reactors. What is ringing alarm bells around the region is Iran's drive to build facilities to enrich uranium and produce plutonium. The same centrifuges that can enrich uranium to low levels for fuel can be used to produce highly enriched uranium for bombs. The same factories that can reprocess nuclear fuel rods for waste disposal can separate out plutonium for bombs from the spent fuel

Once Iran's plants are fully operational, the nation will be just a political decision away from a nuclear weapon. A US National Intelligence Estimate on Iran in December 2007 concluded that, while Iran had ended its dedicated nuclear weapons programs in 2003 and had not resumed them since, it would be technically capable of producing enough highly enriched uranium for a weapon some time between 2010 and 2015.

Iran denies wanting nuclear weapons, and public opinion polls show most Iranians want the right to make nuclear fuel and energy but do not want the weapons. (I confirmed these views in interviews during a visit to Iran in 2005.) Nor does it appear that an official decision has been made to acquire nuclear weapons. Most likely, there is a consensus among the ruling factions to acquire the technologies that would allow Tehran to build weapons in the future should it decide to do so - a situation similar to Japan's.

The likely factors driving Iran's considerations are those that influence most nations: the three P's of power, prestige, and politics. Nuclear weapons would offer some protection against attacks by the United States or Israel and enhance Iran's ability to project power throughout the region. Nuclear bombs are also still seen as a totem of great power status, a status that Iranians believe their history and geopolitical role warrant. Finally, President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has skillfully used the nuclear issue to mobilize nationalist sentiment behind his otherwise unpopular government. By posing as the 

warrior leader defending Iran from the United States and Israel, he is able to distract attention - at least for a while - from 

his failed economic and reform policies.

TlT FOR TAT

In any case, the Sunni Arab and Turkish rivals of this Shiite Persian state have decided that they cannot allow Iran alone to gain the military, political, and diplomatic advantage that nuclear weapons confer. They are now embarked on the decades-long process of acquiring the technological and industrial capacity to match Iran. And it is all legal - all allowed under the rules of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty that each of the nations has signed.
These nations claim that their purpose in developing nuclear capacity is to diversify energy sources, combat global warming, and preserve oil for export. And perhaps it is for some. But King Abdullah of Jordan, in a rare moment of candor, admitted in January 2007: "The rules have changed on the nuclear subject through the whole region. Where I think Jordan was saying, 'We'd like to have a nuclear-free zone in the area,' after this summer, everybody's going for nuclear programs."

The summer of 2006 was indeed a critical time, but not because any breakthroughs were achieved regarding the cost, safety, or waste disposal problems of nuclear reactors, nor because of regional screenings of the climate change documentary An Inconvenient Truth. Instead, Sunni Muslim states decided at that time to hedge their nuclear bets as US and European efforts to rein in Iran's enrichment program faltered; as the United States appeared bogged down in Iraq and Afghanistan, limiting its ability to confront Iran militarily even as its removal of two regional rivals strengthened Tehran; and as Iran demonstrated its expanded strategic reach in the 2006 Lebanon war, thwarting Israel through its ally, Hezbollah.

Egypt and Turkey, two of Iran's main rivals, have progressed the furthest in the nuclear race. Both have flirted with nucle- ar weapons programs in the past and both have now announced ambi- tious nuclear construc- tion plans. In March 2008, Egypt signed a $1.5 billion agreement with Russia that will result in the first of several Egyptian nuclear power reactors that were proposed by President Hosni Mubarak in October 2007. Turkey plans to build three reactors, with the first slated to start construction by the end of 2008.

Not to be outdone, Saudi Arabia this year has signed nuclear energy agreements with France and the United States. The United States in May agreed to help Saudi Arabia "develop civilian nuclear energy for use in medicine, industry, and power generation." This followed France's winning a multibillion-dollar deal in January to assist in the construction of nuclear power stations. France, in fact, has been the most aggressive of the nuclear salesmen rushing to the region. In addition to working with Saudi Arabia, France in January agreed to a $3.4 billion deal to build nuclear power stations in Qatar and the United Arab Emirates. France over the past year also has inked nuclear agreements with Algeria, Jordan, Morocco, and Libya.

The Gulf Cooperation Council (representing Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, and the United Arab Emirates) is conducting a joint study on the use of nuclear technology for peaceful purposes. An overall umbrella for such initiatives was provided by the Arab League when, at the end of its summit meeting in March 2007, it called on the Arab states to expand the use of peaceful nuclear technology in all domains. Thus far, only Turkey has hinted that its nuclear plans could include uranium enrichment facilities. But if the nuclear programs proceed and nations in the region acquire a broad range of nuclear technology and skills, enrichment or reprocessing capabilities would be far easier to justify (as a necessary domestic source of fuel) and to develop (as foreign companies transfer nuclear skills and knowledge to national engineers and scientists).

A RECIPE FOR NUCLEAR WAR

Thus, the true danger of Iran's developing the ability to make a nuclear weapon is not that Iran would use the weapon against its neighbors or the United States. The threat of instant and overwhelming response would de- ter such use. Nor is the critical danger that Iran would will- ingly provide a nuclear weapon to a terrorist group. No nation ever has, not China during the Cultural Revolution nor North Korea over the 20 years that it has had bomb material. The real danger is that Iran's nuclearization would help create a region in which four or five nations are nucleararmed, instead of just one (Israel). If existing territorial, political, and religious disputes remain unresolved, this is a recipe for nuclear war. 

Stability Advantage – Kurd Add-on – Turkish Relations High

U.S. - Turkish relations are frayed but positive - Careful management is crucial

Hughes, 10

[John, June 21, 2010, CS Monitor Correspondent, “Turkey is critical to a more moderate Islam,” Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/John-Hughes/2010/0621/Turkey-is-critical-to-a-more-moderate-Islam]

Yet there’s another relationship critical to the entire US policy in the Middle East and the direction of the Islamic world: Turkey.

The relationship between the United States and Turkey is going to require deft handling in the rocky months and years ahead.

Turkey is a successful example of a non-Arab land where Islam and democracy coexist and the economy prospers.

Indonesia, the largest Islamic, non-Arab country in the world, is another such example. Both could play a constructive role in tempering Islamic extremism in the Arab world. But Indonesia lies in distant Southeast Asia, whereas Turkey is in and of the Middle East, with adjacent Arab neighbors.

Turkey has long been seen as a land bridge between East and West. For decades it has tried to impress Europe and to persuade Europe to let it join the European Union.

In recent times, Turkey has been refurbishing its ties with countries that border it like Iran, Iraq, and Syria. And it has planned to launch its own Arabic-language satellite TV station in order to connect more intimately with the Arab world.

This new relationship was certainly accelerated by the opposition of some European countries to Turkey’s admission to the EU.

But in major part, the new realignment is because Turkey’s new foreign minister, Ahmet Davutoglu, a former professor of international relations, believes in a policy of “zero problems with neighbors.”
As an example of this philosophy: Turkey ended a 16-year freeze in relations with Armenia. Turkey has also granted more cultural and political rights to its 14 million-strong Kurdish minority in a bid to erase tensions not only with them but with Kurds in Iraq, Iran, and Syria.

Relations between Turkey and the US dipped in 2003 when the Turkish parliament refused to permit transit of American troops through Turkey to open a second front in the war with Iraq.

With the election of Mr. Obama, and his early visit to Turkey for a key outreach speech to the Muslim world, the US-Turkey relationship regained warmth.

Obama termed Turkey a “critical” ally, declared that the US was “not at war with Islam” and concluded his speech in parliament by kissing Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan on both cheeks – a sign of friendship. US support for Turkey’s bid for membership in the EU also did not hurt. Turkish officials were careful to explain at that time that their renewed interest in the Muslim East did not mean a chill toward the West.

Since then things have changed remarkably. Israeli military actions in Gaza, and the recent questionably organized Israeli commando action against a Turkish-flagged flotilla of pro-Palestinian activists seeking to break Israel’s blockade of Gaza, have threatened Turkey’s diplomatic relations with Israel, and strained Turkish relations with the US.

Middle East expert Steven Cook wrote in Foreign Policy magazine that Washington and Ankara share the same goals: peace between Israel and Palestinians; a stable, unified Iraq; an Iran without nuclear weapons; stability in Afghanistan; and a Western-oriented Syria. But, he added, “when you get down to details,Washington and Ankara “are on opposite ends of virtually all these issues.”

One example of this is the latest Turkish-Brazilian effort to defuse Iran’s nuclear ambitions, counterproductive to US diplomatic efforts.

The Rand Corporation’s Stephen Larrabee, in an interview with Bernard Gwertzman of the Council on Foreign Relations, cautions that US and Turkish interests “only partially coincide” in the Middle East. “It does not mean that Turkey is turning its back on the US or the West. It does not mean that its policies are becoming Islamized. The real issue is to manage those differences.”

Stability Advantage – Iraqi Democracy Internal

Loss of stability risks a military coup – killing Iraqi democracy

The Economist, 10

[6/17/10, “Sectarian animosity still prevails,” http://www.economist.com/node/16377361?story_id=16377361]

Against this backdrop, it is vital that the new parliament and the government that it eventually endorses builds as wide a cross-sectarian consensus as possible. Mr Allawi sought to do just that. Mr Maliki also won cross-sectarian plaudits in provincial elections last year, after he had sent in the army to hammer fellow Shias in the Sadrist militias, who had tormented the southern city of Basra. But since then the country seems to have slipped back into more sectarian ways. “Everyone has retreated to his own corner—to his own dungeon, if you like,” says Mr Rubaie.
He and other leading politicians worry that the army may re-emerge as a political arbiter, as it has done repeatedly during Iraq’s past nine decades as a state. “There is still the risk of a coup,” says a minister close to Mr Maliki. Mr Rubaie says that the armed forces are “still infiltrated by extremists who are against the political process and have the mindset of the good old days of Saddam Hussein.”

Mr Maliki has sought to make Iraq “coup-proof”. But another prime minister might struggle to consolidate civilian control over the armed forces. Party militias, bound by sectarian loyalties, could yet re-emerge. Many Iraqis still fear that, once the ministries are allotted to the various parties in a new coalition government, they will again become party fiefs defended by militias that have, in the past, behaved murderously. Some fear that if that happens a military strongman could yet be tempted to intervene. Others think a civilian government could be tempted to carry out a “constitutional coup”, empowering itself with emergency laws that could erode Iraq’s fledgling democracy. In any event, it is still possible, especially if no overarching leader manages to close the fundamental Sunni-Shia rift, that the country could become a corrupt, authoritarian, oil-and-security state, a semi-democracy at best.

Iraq Relations Advantage – Link Extensions

Iraqis hate U.S. troop presence – expanding the mission only risks a huge backlash

Katulis, 10

[Brian, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress, 4/11/10, “Wikileaks Video Confirms What Iraqis Already Assume about U.S. Forces,” Think Progress Wonk Room,  http://wonkroom.thinkprogress.org/2010/04/11/wikileaks-video]

In a NewsHour interview  this week, New York Times correspondent Rod Nordland said Iraqis aren’t paying much attention to the Wikileaks video showing U.S. forces shooting Iraqis from a helicopter during the height of the 2007 surge of U.S. force because it confirms what they already think about the U.S. troop presence. That most Iraqis see the U.S. troop presence in a negative light still seems to surprise initial war supporters and many counterinsurgency (COIN) advocates. Here’s the exchange:

    GWEN IFILL: Rod, there — on a related subject, there has been some discussion here, some controversy here about the release, the leak of a video of an Apache attack helicopter killing, among other people, some Reuters employees in 2007 in Iraq. Has that video been circulated widely there, and has there been reaction at all on the ground?

    ROD NORDLAND: It has circulated widely here, but I think there was actually a somewhat muted response here, even compared to other Arab countries. Sad — sad to say, most Iraqis have a pretty cynical attitude toward the Americans. And incidents of this sort don’t really surprise them as much as maybe it does ourselves.

    GWEN IFILL: So, there is no reaction at all from U.S. officials on the ground or from Iraqi officials about this particular incident?

    ROD NORDLAND: Iraqi officials have been pretty preoccupied with the bombs going off today. American officials refer questions to Washington. It’s one that they really don’t want to touch.

Indeed, no one wants to touch this. The White House and Pentagon have seemed to downplay this story and not really dealt with it. Matt Armstrong commented on the Pentagon public affairs shop’s passive approach to dealing with the release, and Spencer Ackerman characterized the response as the Pentagon’s “fetal crouch.” My American Progress colleagues Zaid Jilani and Matt Yglesias both asked the important question of whether the U.S. military is trying to cover up this story. Many questions remain unanswered, yet few are talking and there’s not much of a debate about it outside of the blogsphere.

I’ve been surprised how muted the mainstream U.S. media coverage to this story has been, especially compared to foreign media outlets. In several interviews I did with foreign and new media outlets this week, I was asked why the US mainstream media and broader public don’t really seem to be paying attention to this story. And the best I can say is that most Americans are not paying attention to the fact that we’re in two wars. As I told David Dayen of Firedoglake, America’s not had a robust and engaged public discussion on the wars our country is fighting for a few years now. A New York Times/CBS News poll earlier this year found that the Iraq and Afghanistan wars, combined with other national security and foreign policy concerns, barely registered among the top problems facing our country today.

But it was Rob Nordland’s observation about the Iraqi reaction to this Wikileaks video that I found most interesting – and it seems accurate to me based on some conversations I have had with Iraqi friends and my reading of the Arabic press in Iraq. Earlier this week, I took part in an hour-long news interview program on Iraqiya television, and the host didn’t bring up the story. Iraqi leaders haven’t said much about the Wikileaks video either (though they do have their hands full with negotiating over a new government and dealing with an increase in attacks this week.)

Nordland’s statement that most Iraqis being cynical attitude about Americans and incidents of this sort not really surprising Iraqis is an important observation – it challenges the conventional wisdom among many Americans about the Iraq surge and how Iraqis view American forces. There is a myth perpetuated in narratives peddled by many COIN advocates that ordinary Iraqis view U.S. forces as positive and constructive, and this fundamental misunderstanding leads some analysts like Tom Ricks to make specious arguments about extending the presence of U.S. forces beyond the redeployment deadlines outlined in the U.S.-Iraq security agreement.

A few months before U.S. forces withdrew from urban areas last summer, nearly three quarters of Iraqi citizens (73 percent) said in an early 2009 poll that they did not have confidence in U.S. troops (strong confidence in U.S. forces was mostly found among Kurds, and the United States doesn’t have much of a troop presence in the Kurdish regions of Iraq). And this overall negative view about U.S. troops came at a time after Iraqis had recognized there were substantial gains in security. Incidents like the one depicted in the Wikileaks video have not been uncommon in Iraq, as former U.S. Army soldier Josh Stieber told Glenn Greenwald in this interview.

Iraq Relations Advantage – Stability Internal

Strong U.S. – Iraq Relations key to preventing water shortages

Laipson, 10 

[Ellen, President of the Stimson Center and director of Stimson’s work on Southwest Asia, April 30, 2010, Stimson Center, “The Future of US-Iraq Relations,” http://www.stimson.org/swa/pdf/Future_of_Iraq-US_Relations-English.pdf]

Officials in both countries believe restoring Iraq’s agriculture sector, taking into account reduced water availability and new technologies for water management and drought-resistant crops, will be one of the most important investments in Iraq’s future. Cooperation is underway between the Ministry of Agriculture and US official and private sector experts. Bilateral agriculture policy coordination is a success story in current US-Iraq relations. The US Department of Agriculture (USDA) provides support to Iraqi farmers and the Iraqi agricultural sector. USfunded initiatives to support sustainable and profitable farming practices include farming cooperatives with revolving credit systems for farmers, technical assistance for improved water and soil resources management, animal and plant health, and the training and education of public and private sector representatives.16 Public Distribution Systems for food have also been established, which facilitated the transition from a country dependent upon food rations during the Oil for Food program, to more robust and sustainable food storage and shipment systems. Additionally, bilateral cooperation to improve water resource management aims at finding creative solutions to an increasingly critical set of challenges: the drying up of marshlands and riverbeds in the south, and the a rise in water salinity due to the decrease in river flows, which continue to disrupt agriculture and livelihoods. 

Water shortages destroy Iraqi stability

Rogers, 10

[Will, researcher with the Natural Security program  at the Center for a New American Security, a non-partisan, non-profit national security think tank in Washington, DC.,  June 21, 2010, “Could water undermine the American game plan for Iraq? Does a bear...,” http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/21/could_water_undermine_the_american_game_plan_for_iraq_does_a_bear,]

In Iraq, a country where one in four citizens  do not have access to safe drinking water - let alone enough water to irrigate their crops -- water shortages could drown any hope of long-term, meaningful reconciliation between the Iraqi people and the government.

Many Iraqis have been pleading to Baghdad to devote more resources to shore up the country's crumbling infrastructure and unsustainable water management policies in order to effectively tackle the chronic water challenges that have been exacerbated by four-years of drought. "If our government was good and strong, we would get our [water] rights," one Iraqi told The New York Times recently.

Ali Baban, Iraqi Minister of Planning and Development Co-operation, warned last July that Iraq's intense drought conditions could push the frail state to a breaking point. "We have a real thirst in Iraq. Our agriculture is going to die, our cities are going to wilt, and no state can keep quiet in such a situation," he cautioned. But with the government still in limbo after the recent March 7 election, it is unlikely that Baghdad will have the capability or capacity to address these water woes anytime soon.

Acute water shortages continue to shape internal security dynamics, forcing Iraqis to flee their native communities in search of better resources. Iraq's Minster of Water, Dr. Abdul Latif Jamal Rashid, stated last year that more than 300,000 marshland residents were forced to flee their drought stricken communities in recent years. To make matters worse, in provinces where access to water is slightly better, the tattered infrastructure of pipes prevents much of that water from reaching Iraqis in their homes, forcing them to rely instead on water trucks from the International Committee of the Red Cross and other NGOs to supply fresh water.

Iraq was once a paradise, the wheat basket of the Middle East, with lush marshes and river ways that sustained a vibrant agricultural community and fresh-water fisheries. Even today, while agricultural production accounts for only 10 percent of Iraqi GDP, it has long been a hallmark of Iraq - producing wheat for world renowned German beers and the region's most popular varietal rice, Anbar rice.

In recent years, many of Iraq's crops have been left parched and its fragile agricultural industry in disarray - leaving Iraqi farmers in a veritable dustbowl. Barley and wheat production has declined up to 95 percent in provinces that rely on rain-fed irrigation, while total barley and wheat production declined by more than half last year. Meanwhile Iraq's date industry - once the world's leading exporter - is dwindling. At its height in the 1980s, Iraqi date farmers produced 600,000 tons of dates; in 2008, production dropped to 281,000 tons with production continuing to decline as drought worsens.

Regional politics and perennial drought throughout much of the Middle East have not helped Iraq navigate its water crisis either.  Voluntary commitments from neighboring Iran, Turkey and Syria to increase water flow from upstream dams and reservoirs have been made over the last several years, but Iraq has not seen much increase in downstream water flow. The lack of credibility in the new government may also be hampering its ability to get its neighbors to execute on those commitments.

While much attention is understandably on Afghanistan, U.S. national security policymakers should be aware of the challenges that could shape the future security environment in Iraq - especially as the new government in Baghdad struggles to stand on its own. Water shortages alone won't cause a resurgence of violence, but the issue could be the straw that breaks the back of a (weak) fledgling government. As the United States looks ahead for opportunities to ensure long-term stability in Iraq, access to water may well be critical to the new Iraqi government's credibility and our ability to responsibly withdraw.

Could 2010 really be the year that Iraq begins to unravel? Maybe. Maybe not. But one thing is clear: the broad outlines of a post-occupation Iraq are beginning to take shape, and some of the acute challenges that have been marginalized in the post-war years could increasingly undermine Baghdad's credibility and long-term stability. If left unaddressed, water shortages could very well leave Baghdad hanging out to dry -- and us, too.  

Democracy Advantage – Uniqueness – Iraq Democracy successful

Elections prove that Iraqi democracy is developing positively, but it’s still fragile

The Times, 10

[March 15, 2010, “Iraqi Democracy,” http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/leading_article/article7061787.ece]

It is also worth considering most of the rest of the Middle East. The sole joy of a truly awful election is that it allows one to put considerably less awful elections into context, and the debacle of Afghanistan in 2009 should be a reminder of everything bad that the Iraq poll was not. Iran suffered from its own rigged election last summer, and relatively stable and friendly nations such as Egypt and Saudi Arabia are not exactly over-fond of the ballot box, either. While it would be premature to cite Iraq as any sort of beacon, that hope should no longer be regarded as fanciful.

That is not to say that the process was perfect. Far from it. Election day itself was marred by violence, with US officials estimating at least 38 people killed in at least 136 attacks, and more in the preceding days. The electoral roll appears to have been patchy and incomplete, with allegations that thousands of soldiers have somehow fallen off it.

Worse, dozens of prominent Sunni candidates were barred from standing at the last moment, after being accused of Baathist links by a commission headed by another candidate and supported by the Prime Minister. Allegations exist of ballot papers found discarded, poorly managed polling stations, and intimidation.

Even so, international observers appear to agree that such examples were scattered, not structural. This would be poor praise indeed in a Western-style democracy, but Iraq is not yet such a place. While the detail may remain deeply unsatisfactory, the triumph of this election is the evident engagement of the Iraqi people in the business of party politics as a whole.

In the 2005 Iraq elections, the Sunni minority largely avoided the polls, as a gesture of discontent. This time around, they have become a significant electoral force, throwing their weight behind the Iraqi List party of the former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi. While a relatively small number of votes have so far been counted, his party appears to be lagging slightly behind the State of Law Alliance of the incumbent Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki. At present, no party looks likely to secure an overall majority, which will require the negotiation of a coalition, with co-operation from religious, Kurdish and Turkmen parties.

Amid the clamour and chaos of all this, we must not blind ourselves to the extraordinary achievement that this election represents. While there is disquiet over the process, this stems not from hostility, but from a desire that Iraq should have a proper, grown-up political system, which behaves as a democracy ought. Second, regardless of how the popular vote goes, Iraq will have a government and an opposition, and an enhanced expectation that this is how politics ought to be. 

Afghanistan Add-on Advantage

Afghanistan is on the brink – The U.S. will win if it maintains focus and resources

Nagl, 10

[John, president of the Center for a New American Security. A retired Army officer, he served in both wars in Iraq and is the author of "Learning to Eat Soup with a Knife: Counterinsurgency Lessons from Malaya and Vietnam. “We can still win the war: Things are grim in Afghanistan, but victory remains in sight,” June 20, 2010, NY Daily News, http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2010/06/20/2010-06 20_we_can_still_win_the_war_things_are_grim_in_afghanistan_but_victory_remains_in_s.html]

The war in Afghanistan is winnable for three reasons: because for the first time the coalition fighting there has the right strategy and the resources to begin to implement it, because the Taliban are losing their sanctuaries in Pakistan and because the Afghan government and the security forces are growing in capability and numbers. None of these trends is irreversible, and they are not in themselves determinants of victory. But they demonstrate that the war can be won if we display the kind of determination that defeating an insurgency requires.

The first reason that success is possible in Afghanistan is that the counterinsurgency strategy that the Obama administration adopted last year is beginning to take hold. This strategy, like the one adopted in Iraq in 2007, is much more than an additional commitment of troops and civilian experts. It focuses on providing security so that political progress can occur.

Counterinsurgency campaigns are not won by killing every insurgent and terrorist. The most committed terrorists have to be killed or captured, but many of the foot soldiers and even the midlevel leaders can eventually be convinced through a combination of carrots and sticks that renouncing violence and becoming part of the political process offer a better chance for success than continuing to fight. American troop reinforcements in southern and eastern Afghanistan, where the insurgency is strongest, along with more effective drone strikes and an increasing Pakistani commitment to counterinsurgency, are putting more pressure on the Taliban and giving the Afghan government an opportunity to outgovern its enemies.

The second reason success is possible is that Pakistan began to take far more effective action against the Taliban over the course of 2009. Because many of the fighters in Afghanistan have in the past enjoyed sanctuary inside Pakistan, that country must confront terrorism within its borders and curtail its clandestine support for extremist factions if the coalition is to succeed.

Fortunately, last year there were dramatic changes in the Pakistani government's willingness to wage war against insurgents who increasingly threaten its very survival. Militants' attacks into heartland provinces like Swat and Buner galvanized a previously indifferent Pakistani public and military to stand up to the militants and drive them back. The Pakistani Army suffered more than 2,000 casualties fighting against the Taliban last year and is now preparing to clear insurgents from North Waziristan - the last significant remaining safe area for insurgents who likely include Osama Bin Laden - which promises to put further pressure on the enemy. 

Although an expanded international commitment of security and development forces can assist in the short term, ultimately Pakistan and Afghanistan must ensure stability and security in their own countries. The development of an Afghan government that is able to provide security and governance for its people is our exit strategy, and we are starting to see signs of progress after a slow start.

U.S. Army Lt. Gen. Bill Caldwell brought new energy and more resources to the Afghan military training effort when he took command of it in November, and he has made progress: The Afghan Army, the most respected institution in the country, is now 125,000 strong. Recruiting and retention are both up, and the plan to build to a final strength of 175,000 by late next year is on track. The Afghan police force is further behind but also now boasts 100,000 officers and will grow by an additional 30,000 in the next 18 months.

We waited until last year to give the Afghan conflict the resources that success will require. While we focused on Iraq, the Taliban regained strength and reinstituted their previous reign of terror in much of southern and eastern Afghanistan. But with the war in Iraq winding down and a determined international focus on Afghanistan and Pakistan, it is possible over the next five years to build an Afghan government that can outperform the Taliban and an Afghan Army that can outfight it.

President Karzai recently held a peace summit to discuss with his countrymen how to bring Taliban fighters in from the cold, renounce violence and accept the Afghan constitution. That is how this war is likely to end - first with a trickle and then a torrent of Taliban deciding that working with the government offers a better future than fighting against it. They will make that decision only if the United States demonstrates that it is committed to staying the hard course in Afghanistan that Obama decided to follow just last year.

The path will be hard, but - if we remain dedicated to the fight - it is far from hopeless.

Drawing down from Iraq on time is crucial to the Afghanistan effort – Staying in Iraq strains Afghan strategy and resources

Katulis, 10
[Brian, Senior Fellow at American Progress, where his work focuses on U.S. national security policy in the Middle East and South Asia. Katulis has served as a consultant to numerous U.S. government agencies, private corporations, and nongovernmental organizations on projects in more than two dozen countries, including Iraq, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Yemen, Egypt, and Colombia, April 12, 2010, “Navigating Tricky Timelines in Iraq,” Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/04/tricky_timelines.html]

That’s why it is wise for the Obama administration to continue to move forward as planned with the troop withdrawal schedule, barring an unforeseen strategic complication such as a conventional military invasion from one of Iraq’s neighbors, which seems less likely, or an event such as an internal military coup, which has higher odds than a regional war. Iraq’s next government may ultimately seek to modify the timeline set out in the security agreement to have all U.S. troops out of Iraq by the end of 2011, and the Obama administration should consider such a request—if it comes—in the context of the full range of global security challenges America faces.

Not moving forward with the planned troop drawdown because of protracted political negotiations in Baghdad makes little strategic sense for broader U.S. national security. A delay in drawing down troops from Iraq puts more strain on a U.S. military working hard to implement a troop increase in Afghanistan. The United States should carefully monitor the situation inside Iraq as it continues the troop withdrawal outlined by the Bush administration, but it would be unwise to look for excuses to stay longer than Iraqis want.

Loss in Afghanistan sparks regional and nuclear war

MacKenzie 09 Lewis MacKenzie, retired major-general and the first commander of the United Nations peacekeeping forces in Sarajevo, Oct. 17, 2009, Globe and Mail

The doomsday scenario that would follow a Taliban resumption of power in Afghanistan is much deadlier today than it was in 1989 when the Russians were evicted. Once firmly established as the government in Kabul, the Taliban could and would focus their energies and talents on the real prize, Pakistan, where their brothers in arms have managed to advance, in one case, within 100 kilometres of the capital, Islamabad. With Afghanistan under their control, a reinforced Taliban would have greater potential to close that gap and bring the control of Pakistan's nuclear arsenal and delivery systems within reach. The odds are that once it appeared that the Taliban would be successful, al-Qaeda would be their newest friend. India, another nuclear power, would never tolerate such a scenario. Its guaranteed intervention would certainly wake up the rest of the neighbourhood – China, Russia and Iran. Now if that wouldn't threaten world peace, nothing would.

Afghanistan Add-on – Link Extension

Withdrawing from Iraq on time is key to Afghan surge

Wilson, 10 

[Scott, 5/27/10, “U.S. Withdrawal will be on time, Vice President Biden Says,” Washington Post, http://www.cnas.org/node/4517]

"Leaving Iraq is not only a public relations issue, but a recovery-of-force issue," said John A. Nagl, president of the Center for a New American Security, who served as an Army officer in Iraq and helped write the Army's counterinsurgency field manual. "The Army has not recovered from its surge into Iraq, and now it is surging in Afghanistan, which hasn't turned the corner at all."

"There are many connections between the two wars," Nagl said, "and the fact we only have one Army is one of them. We just don't have enough Army to do everything we want it to do right now."
Politics - Midterms Link Turn – Dems Good
Maintaining Iraqi withdrawal key to Dem midterm success – keeps the base from backlashing

Feaver, 4/28/10

[Peter, professor of political science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies, “ What's dictating the Iraq withdrawal timeline?,”  Foreign Policy, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/28/whats_dictating_the_iraq_withdrawal_timeline]

 The article dangles tantalizingly the possibility that it is the American political calendar that is dictating the timeline now: "... with his liberal base angry at the Afghan troop buildup, any delay of the Iraq drawdown could provoke more consternation on the left." It is hard to predict where August will fall in the Iraqi political trajectory, but it is a rock-solid certainty that August comes comfortably before the U.S. midterm election. The reporters are right that letting the August deadline slide could pose an enormous political headache for an administration already struggling to mobilize its base when the national mood favors the Republicans. But a failure to heed the situation on the ground in Iraq would, I suspect, pose much greater headaches down the road for the administration so I fervently hope that the U.S. midterm elections are not dictating the timeline. 

Politics - Generic Link Turn – Obama Good

Extending Iraq troop presence destroys Obama’s political capital – He would break his most important campaign promise

Landler and Cooper, 10

[Mark and Helene, March 5, 2010, International Herald Tribune, “U.S. fears Iraq  vote could delay pullout,” Lexis]

But for Mr. Obama, such a sleight of hand could have huge political repercussions in Washington. The centerpiece of Mr. Obama's foreign policy platform when he ran for president - and the reason many political experts say he was able to wrest a primary victory from Hillary Rodham Clinton - was his opposition to the Iraq war from the start.

At a time when Mr. Obama has already angered his liberal base by increasing the number of American troops in Afghanistan and missing his own deadline to shut down the military prison in Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, even the appearance that he has fudged the troop drawdown in Iraq could set off a rebellion as Democrats face difficult midterm elections.
Failing to withdraw on schedule tanks Obama’s political capital – breaks a key campaign promise
Associated Press, 10 

[May 11th, 2010 , “US ‘reconsidering’ pace of Iraq withdrawal,” http://rawstory.com/rs/2010/0511/reconsidering-pace-iraq-withdrawal/
In Baghdad and Washington, U.S. officials say they remain committed to the deadline, which Obama has said he would extend only if Iraq's security deteriorates. Getting out of Iraq quickly and responsibly was among Obama's top campaign promises in 2008. Extending the deadline could be politically risky back home — but so could anarchy and a bloodbath following a hasty retreat
Generic Non-unique – Withdrawal Inevitable

U.S. withdrawal is inevitable – it’s just a question of pacing

Rauch 08 

JONATHAN RAUCH, columnist for National Journal, Graduate of Yale University, February 2008, Atlantic Magazine “Partisan Retreat” http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2008/01/partisan-retreat/6561/
In 2009, a Democratic president might say something like this: “Every year of this administration, America will reduce its troop strength in Iraq. The downward path is nonnegotiable and ironclad. But the pace is not. If Iraqis try sincerely and strenuously to keep their country together, or if they decentralize enough to keep the peace, and if they produce results, we will help them, including militarily. If not, we’ll pull out much faster.” This is not unlike what Joe Biden has said, both as the chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and as a Democratic presidential candidate. It implies a faster withdrawal than Bush Republicans prefer, but a slower one than dovish Democrats demand. And my guess is that many, if not most, Republicans would go for it. Republican hard-liners, of course, might prefer demagoguery. But grown-up Republicans would recognize that withdrawal is inevitable; they would want to be relevant; they would feel battered by the election results, and tired of incurring the public’s wrath; they would face intense pressure not to sabotage a new commander in chief who could claim the public mandate. The bigger problem for a middle way out, I would guess, would be on the Democratic left. So far in the primary campaign, Democratic presidential candidates have had a hard time keeping the door open for any American forces to stay in Iraq. If the Democrats sweep the board this year, doves will say that the public has spoken and wants change. Why in the world should they pace the withdrawal from Iraq at a rate that suits the losing party? Yet if the Democrats were to rush for the exit with Republicans unified against them, they would be blamed by Republicans for whatever subsequent disasters befell Iraq and, for that matter, the whole disaster-prone Middle East. For years, they would face charges of having “cut and run,” which could reinvigorate the debilitating stereotype of Democratic weakness. On the other hand, a policy with significant two-party support would be less contentious, more sustainable, and thus more likely to succeed. Running the whole government, Democrats would need to care about succeeding. The crucial decision the next president will make is not whether to withdraw forces from Iraq—that is baked in the cake—but how. As a corollary, if Democrats win both branches in the fall, their biggest challenge will not be leaving Iraq; it will be keeping America in one piece on the way out. Having felt flicked aside by the Republicans through Bush’s presidency, victorious Democrats will be tempted to return the favor. Before succumbing, they might recall how badly partisan warfare has gone. Then they might ask themselves why a partisan retreat would go any better.
A2: Consult the JCS – Say No

Generals Say No – Odierno wants more troops – Obama has to ignore the generals to keep to the deadline

Ricks, 10

[Thomas E., Senior fellow, Center for a New American Security, a bipartisan think tank that studies national security issues, Contributing editor, Foreign Policy magazine, Special military correspondent, the Washington Post, Author, Fiasco and The Gamble, about Iraq, “Odierno requests more combat forces in Iraq -- beyond the Obama deadline,” Foreign Policy, http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/25/odierno_requests_more_combat_forces_in_iraq_beyond_the_obama_deadline]

In a move that could force President Obama to break his vow to get all combat troops out of Iraq by August of this year, his top commander in Iraq recently officially requested keeping a combat brigade in the northern part of the country beyond that deadline, three people close to the situation said Wednesday.

Gen. Raymond Odierno asked for a brigade to try to keep the peace in the disputed city of Kirkuk, but only got a polite nod from the president when the issue was raised during his recent meetings in Washington, according to two of the people familiar with the discussions. If the brigade in northern Iraq is indeed kept in Iraq past the deadline, there will be a fan dance under which it no longer will be called a combat unit, but like the six other combat brigades being kept past the deadline, will be called an advisory unit. I can imagine the press releases that will follow-"Three U.S. Army soldiers were killed last night in an advisory operation . . . ." 

The feeling in the corridors of the White House is that the general is asking the right questions, but a bit clumsily, and certainly too early for political comfort, especially in Iraq, which is about to hold a national election. So I suspect the administration's bottom line for Odierno was, Hey, Shreko, put a sock in it until after the Iraqi elections, because what we need is a new Iraqi government to be formed so it can quietly begin talking to us about re-visiting some of those 2008 SOFA agreements about future troop levels.

This debate is just beginning. I expect that Obama actually is going to have to break his promises on Iraq and keep a fairly large force in Iraq, but of course that won't be the first time he's had to depart from his campaign rhetoric on this war.

A2: Military Trade-off

No Link - Money saved from Iraq will be diverted towards curbing the deficit

Francis 10 

David R. Francis, March 29, 2010 “Defense budget: After Afghanistan and Iraq withdrawal, a peace dividend?” http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/David-R.-Francis/2010/0329/Defense-budget-After-Afghanistan-and-Iraq-withdrawal-a-peace-dividend
But it won't rival the one after the end of the cold war – a 40 percent drop in real defense spending during most of the 1990s, saving hundreds of billions of dollars. It won't even be as big as the Obama administration expects, defense budget experts say. The two wars are budgeted to cost $159 billion in fiscal 2011, which starts next October. That's down a tad from 2010. From fiscal 2012 to 2015, the administration pegs the cost at $50 billion a year. But the US won't really save $100 billion a year. "That's not realistic … not likely to happen even if everything goes as well as planned," says Todd Harrison, a senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, a Washington think tank. The $50 billion is a "placeholder," a number neither the Defense Department nor outsiders can estimate given the uncertainties of war and political stabilization. Nevertheless, the election in Iraq has raised hopes that the US can shrink its military presence there to 50,000 noncombat troops by September. On March 10, Defense Secretary Robert Gates reportedly also raised the possibility that some of the 33,000 troops involved in the recent buildup in Afghanistan could leave before July 2011, the date set by President Obama for beginning withdrawal. If and when these wars wind down, the US may receive an even bigger peace dividend in the form of overall defense cuts. Huge federal budget deficits will force them. Right now, neither Republicans nor Democrats in Congress are inclined to make serious cuts for fear of being called weak on defense. Without a war, however, members of Congress, particularly Democrats, may begin asking hard questions about weapons programs. There's much to cut, says Christopher Hellman of the National Priorities Project in Northampton, Mass. He calls the defense budget "bloated."
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